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Abstract ’ ¢ "

This study investigated the strategies that elementary teachers and students ‘ 7

uSed in responding to requests of one another and whether strateqz use varied

S

&
with request imposition. Elementary teachegs responded to a series pf student

lrequests and rated each on imposition; students followed the same procedures !

with 4 set of teacher requests. Both groups of subjects perceived differences

i

in imposition among requests. YAs requests becage more imposing, teachers

were less .likely to respond with compliance and more apt to give qualified

compliance, or to.not comply. Students tepnded to respond with compliance

’

and their respofise strategies <id not vary with perceived imposition. Future
. [N
researchlégbuld examine responses during teacher-student interaction to determine

how response strategies vary as a function 6f the strategies used to make

requests.
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( Request~Response %frateqles Among

Elementary Teachers and Students P

-
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When person A makes a reéuést éf person B, the two of them may be thoughk

of as coordinating an exchange of goods or services that costs B time and

effort 1f not real money. Exchanges like ‘this.tend to be indquitable, because
. for the moment at least A benefits at B's expenSe. Even when B does not

comply, A has taken B's time and may have placed B in an uncomfortable position

(Schunk & Clark, Note 1). Such exchanges can be viewed in terms of what

Goffman (1955, 1967) has called face, the posiine sogial value that peeple"
claim for themselves. Face consists of the want to be free from imposition

- from others and the want to be approved of in important ways. As Goffman
% > ) ' i - .
illustrated repeatedly, people in everyday situations attempt to maintain

’ or gain face, and to avoid losing ‘face. A's requést leads to an inequity,
f >
x then, to the extent that it threatens 'B's face. o .

When faced with a request, B has several options: comply, comply with

~

qualifications, seek additional information, or‘not comply. - We might 'expect

. 3.  that as requests became more imposing, B would be less likely to simply comply
) X ; )
& W .

and more apt to exercise one of tHe other thions. In certain situations,

e however, an uneven distribution of factors such as knowledge, status, and
P \

power‘results inan unequal relathpshlp between A and B (Brown & Levinson,

.

1978) . . Where A lS sgperlor to B, for example, B's compllance essentlally
o
is taken for granted because B does not have the full range of response options
‘?’ ’ » . ‘
available. Thus, a general has the right to madg a wide range of requests ) .

of a private and generally' o take compliance for granted. This is not to

" suggest that generals' requests cannot be imposing, but only that it likely

- ) AN

R

would be inappropriaté for privates to refuse them.
1
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. Much the¢ same can be said about the re;atiohship between elementary-

school teachers and students; the inherent fghk difference could influence

both the:form and the content of teacher-student commuq;catfon (Cooper, Marquis,

& Ayers-Lopez, 1982; Ervain-Tripp, 1976,1977). Becaus; of 'the social stratification
and rules inherent in the school context, teachers do not always comply with .

students' requests. Even when they do comply, they often qualify their compliance

[

by setting necessary conditions. Conversely, the rank digférence generally

should lead students to view teachers' requests as directives to be complied

with (Ervin-Tripp, 1976). . L - .

The present study was a preliminary investigation of teachers' and ‘students'’

responses to requests made of one another. Accordingly, we constructed two
! v’ -

sets of clasgroom requests: one set made by students to-teachers and one '
set made by teachers to students. The requests in each set were designed
Lo v;ry an How much A impcsed on B. Groups of %teachers and students were - "
preSegted w%th tgeir respective sét of requests and were asked to respond
to each req%est. Each group of subjects also fgted the imposition Bf the
‘qoods or sefvices requested in each situation. v

Basedion the preceding. considerations, éeacheés were expected to show
differentiation in their response strategies and be less likely to comply

as student] requests became more imposing. On the other ‘hand, students were

" expected to show less differentiation because they were expected to generally

Methoa

—

An equal number of boys and girls were included in the student sample,
which pepresented 'different "socioceconomic backgrounds but was predominantly
| . .
mi&ala,class.\ All but two of the teachers wera women. ) \
2 * . . \ l\) <
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Teachers individually were presenteﬁj::th 20 student requests one at
a time; order was counterbalanced across subjects. Requests are‘shown in

Table l.‘ Each began with A student asks to. Teachers were asked to respond

’ . A .
to gach request {i‘they might in a classroom settihq\\\zpey were asked not .
to dwell on each item but to refpond spontaneously. Similarly, students

were individually given 20 teacher requests ( Table 2) following comparable

S

procedures. Each request began with Your teacher asks you to. All data

' o }

were collected by a female adult experimenter who recorded subjects' responses.

. "

« .
Insert Tables 1 and 2 about here

ratings of the requests wefe collected one month later to

+-eliminate potential bias (due to selective memory for items. Teachers were

nresented with the 20 student requests in counterbalancéd order and rated
each on imposition, which was defined as the degree of disruption, energy,

or effort that statisfying the request would entail. The 0-100 scale ranged
3 . .

in S-unit intervals from O(not at all imposing), to 100(highly imposing).
Students were interviewed individually by a female experimenter who recorded

their imposition ratingg of the teacher reqﬁests. .

-

Results

Tables 1 and 2 show the mean imposition ratings_for the request situations

assigned by teachers and students, respectively. The differences among each
set of 20 requests were significant (ps < .0l).

Teachers' and students' responses to the request sitq;tions were clagsif;ed
] ' «
by two raters independently. Interrater reliability was 95%. Where raters

éisagreed on the classification of a response it was discarded. The following

-

regponse categories were cbtained (Brown & Levinson, 1978; Clark & Schﬁnk,

2

1980; Garvey, 1925).

¢
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Compliance only. Responses included in this category unambiguously

indicated consent and included no extraneous informatign. Examples were

7
Yes; Yes, you may; OK; Sure; Go ahead; All right; and the informal Take off

.

and Have at it.

Compliance + conditional. These rédponses indicated complaiance but

qualified it. Qualifiers generally began with words such as bufl when, and
' o ' T T

if (Yes, but come right back; Sure, when you finish your math; Yes, if you

can,work quietly).

Clarification. c1arifieéwresponses neither complied with nor refused

a request'but rather sought further information: Examples included Are you

v having difficulty? and Is it important?

‘Noncompliance only. These responses clearly indicated noncompliance

'

and included no extraneous information, such as No; No, youwnay not; Nope;

® No way.

Noncompliance + explanation. Included in this category weré sesponses

.

+

that clearly indicated noncompliance and that contained an explanation for

- why the request was not complied with. Explanations focused on rules (No.
€ ’ .
"sharpen your pencil before class), iﬁgbpropriate timing (No. Wait unt%}"

later), inability (No. I can't do that), and unwillingness (No. I do not

&

lend money). ) Py , ~

~ N
Means and standard deviations of response strategies across requests

are shown separately for teachers and students in Table 3. Whereas students
tended to simply verbalize compliance, teachers were more likely to comply
conditionally. Neither teachers nor students sought clarificatiqn often.

Although noncampliance was infrequent, when subjects did not comply they

were more likely to includé an explanation.

-

Insert Table 3 about here ¢
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To explore the relationship between request imposition and response
strategies, product-moment correlations were computed by items between mean
\ ?
impositioh ratings and the frequency of use of each of the five response

strategies. Teachers' ratings of student requests revealed that items judged

. - . . <
more imposing were less likely to receive simple compliance as a response, )
’

r(18) ~-.73, p < .001, and more apt to receive conditional compliance,

r(18) -38, p < .05, or noncompliance,;r(18) = .38, p < .05. As expected,

v

the., correlations between students' ratings of teacher requests and students'’

.
'

response strategies yielded nonsignificant results. .

BN

. Discussion
o ———

The results of this investigation ma& be summarized as follows. Teachers
and students perceived differences in imposition among a set of.requests

IS

,made of them. As teachers judged requests to be more imposing, they were
» ¢

»

less likely tcw%espcn w1th simple compliance iand more apt to complyftonditionally o,

!
or not comply. Students' response strategies did not vary as a functhn

of request imposition; their predominant response”was simple compliance. o

- . Although the teacher results could be construed as offering some support

«
- .

for th previously discussed ideas on face, it seems more likely that the ’

social context of the classroom was responsible. The rank and role differences

v N

between elemeﬂtary teachers énd'students would be expected to exert important

’ effects°onatheir interpersonal communication. Qualifying compliance or not

complyinq,shoﬁid be done more oftgd by superiors who are résponsible for

upholding rule;‘and procedures. Student requests that are viewed as likely

.

. . to disrupt work flow or time-on-task are apt to be qualified or rejectedﬂ

R Ed

Cqnversely, because children are not encouraged to question teachers' decisions,
we might expect them genexally to réspond to teacher requests with simple .

1 : .
compliance no matter how imposing those requests might be. In fact, subordinates

-

N
N [ TN )

.

E MC . . . .
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who quhl;fy compliance or do not comply might be viewed as questioning their
superior's authorlty‘or judgment, which is disrespectful apd apt to provoke -
disciplinary action.

One limitation of, the present study was that only the content of requests

waB presented to the subjects. Althcuqﬁ this procedure permitted a fairly

straightforward test of the hypothesized impositioﬂ—response strateqgy relationship,
*

°

it did not capture the ways that people phrase requ¥sts. All but the most

trivial requests come as part of what has been termed extended requests (Schunk

& Clark, Note 1l). Thus, to ask B for $100, A might say "Say, Bob, I need
$175 to pay the mechanic for fixing my car, and I have only $75. CouLﬁ you '

loan me $100, please? 1I'll pay you back in the morning."” The request itself,

Could you loan me $100, is only a part of the transaction. Expecially as
\

requests become more imposing, people are apt to add other types of content

such as prefaces (Say, Bop), reasons (L need $175 to pay the mechanic for

fiklng_gy car, and I have ‘only $75?, politeness markers (Please), and obligations

(I'll pay,you back in the morning) (Brown & Levinson, 1978; Lakoff, 1973, -

¢ A

1977+ Schunk & Clark, Note l). Adding some or all of these different strategies

to requests helps to decrease their imposition, and thereby could change
the nature of thevresppnse and possibly compliance itself.

Future research should examine further how teachers and students requpd
to one another's requests, parhaps in the context of classroom interactions,

to study how responses vary according to the content’ included in extended

requests. _Although there is much research on teacher-student interactions, /

it has focused primarily on academic instruction (Barnes, 1969 Bellack,
Kliebard, Hyman, & Smith, 1966; Flanders, '1965; Morine-Dershimer, Ramirez,
shd;, & Galluzzo, Note 2; sinciair & Coulthard, 1975). Research on 'response /

- strategies seems important because teacher communication can serve a teaching y

~

-+ » ~
and legrniné function (Shapiro, Note 3). By utilizing a variety of response /

J

Q B . ¢ & .
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@ Table 1 ' ) .
. §tuden3: Requests to Teachers with Imposition Ratings Assigned byw'reachers
‘ « ;
Request ' Mean Imposition Rating®
|
Talk with teacher who Ls busy 62.8 ' i
Sit at teacher's desk | 55.3 N ] i
*  Read during math period 54.8 . 1
Borrow lunch money ' 53.5
Go to office to buy T-shirt 53.3 \
Look at grade book 49.0 : |
GO see another teacher ) . 47.3 ,
Check answers in éLacher's manual 39.5
Draw on chalkboard 38.0‘ . ‘
' ' '
Be first in line 31.0 -
K Use teacher’'s drawing materials : 29.3 1
Work with another student 25.5 !
Be team captain 22.5 ‘
Go to bathroom ’ 5 20.8 '
Pick up mail at office . 20.3
Sharpen pencil 20.2M‘& .
. Talk with teacher who is not busy 16.8 .
Work at learning center 16.5 v
T
Pfhy math game 16.3
Erase chalkboard { ' a 1;.0 '

-

{
aRanqe of scale: 0O(low) - 100.
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~ - w Table 2 ) -

Teacher Requests to Students with Imposition Ratings Assigned by Students

. Request _ . Mean Imposition Ratinqa

Locate a student : 92.8
Stop bothering another student 68.7
Collect scraps off floor " 64.7 '
Finish worksheets at home 38.9°
Sit down X 36.4

®  Reprimand other students T 35.0

) Stralqhggn games on shelf 30.0 .
Take attendance to office 4 28.4 >
Stop and begin new task 28.1 i .
Zscort sick child to nurse ., 25.9 '
Ask mother to help at school ) 17.8 ) |
Deliver message to tgac?eg ’ 17.3 3
Help distribute materials 16.8
Bé&nq Souvenirs from home ' 15.0 i o -
Help a student finish work 14.6 %
Get out math workbook b 9.8 |
Return projector 8.0
Stay after school ) ' 4.4 g ‘ .
Get mail from office . 1.;
-Get equipment from gym ) 0.4

aRanqe of scale: O(low) - 100.




Table 3 ’
Means and Standard Deviations of

Response Strategies (Pexcentages)

Teachers °

Compliance only 28.4 . 24.6
Compliance + conditional  40.7 £ 28.8
Cla{ification 8.1 - 8.3 .
Noncompliance only 5.9 7.7 .
PR
Noncomplia;xce +
explanation 16.9 13.5

Response Strategies

Students

1

77.5

9.3

1.2

5.4

14




